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Introduction 
As college aad university enrollments level off, and the 
extreme growth of the 1960's subsides, institutions of higher 
education are finding it necessary to furnish time and per­
sonnel to investigate aspects of campus life not directly re­
lated to expansion. In fact, in many cases declining 
enrollments have encouraged colleges and universities to 
explore more subtle dimensions of their campuses in an at­
tempt to maintain enrollment levels. 
When student satisfaction was mainly associated with 
obtaining a degree, there was little apparent need to study 
other aspects cf student fulfillment. Today, however, 
students attend college for a wider variety of reasons, and 
analyzing their satisfaction with the college experience is a 
difficult yet necessary task, which is just beginning ia 
institutions or nigtier education. 
One promising avenue to gaining insight into student 
satisfaction is the academic adviser. Describing and 
improving student satistaction with academic advising has 
been a focus of college efforts evidenced by campus-wide aca­
demic advising committees as well as college sanctioned 
investigations into the matter of advising {9 and 21) . Much 
of the existing data related to academic advising does not go 
beyond description (5), but focusing attention on the academ­
ic adviser*s part in promoting student satisfaction seemed 
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logical, since the adviser is often the first representative 
of the college to encounter the student and his parents. 
Moreover, the adviser's relationship with the student may 
continue for the duration of the student's campus education. 
The academic adviser then is a potential central figure in 
determining student satisfaction. 
The academic adviser plays a dual role: he is a re­
source person, helping the advisee select a course of studies 
to earn a degree, and he is a helping person who may counsel 
the advisee within a wider range of concerns. Consequently, 
adviser effectiveness hinges on a number of elements ranging 
from overall knowledge of the courses and curriculum to his 
functioning as a sensitive interpersonal communicator. This 
investigation focused on the latter element: that is adviser 
interpersonal communication skills, and their impact on 
advisee satisfaction. 
The academic advising conference between adviser and 
advisee normally transpires in a dyadic setting resembling a 
counseling session. Thus, as with counseling and therapy, it 
seemed plausible that the interpersonal relationship between 
the adviser and the advisee is important in developing a 
satisfying exchange. Factors affecting this relationship 
have been discussed by a number of writers in communicology, 
psychology, education,, and sociology. 
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In the therapeutic dyadic setting Carkhuff (2), Rogers 
(24), and Snyder (261, underscore the need for the thera­
pist's positive regard for the client. Gardner (6, p. 431) 
in reviewing literature aimed at the counselor-client rela­
tionship concluded that the quality of the relationship is 
directly correlated with therapeutic change. This writer 
reasoned that the logical link between therapeutic change and 
client satisfaction is apparent with the assumption that the 
client, having changed, has more direct access to his desired 
goals, and consequently is more satisfied. 
There are a number of variables that influence the rela­
tionship in a dyadic conference, and one of these is the 
personal attractiveness of the interviewer. Heider's (11) 
balance theory emphasized the significance of this 
attractiveness in dealing with efforts to influence behavior. 
Moreover, Strong and Dixon (27) and Strong and Schmidt (28 
and 29) found a connection between the amount of influence 
and interpersonal attractiveness. 
In summary, the preceding discussion followed this line 
of reasoning; advisee satisfaction in the dyadic setting is 
in part dependent on the adviser-advisee relationship, and 
this relationship is successfully formed by positive regard 
and interpersonal at tractiveness. The final step was to 
locate communication variables that might influence positive 
regard and interpersonal attractiveness and which would 
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ultimately increase advisee satisfaction. Research suggested 
that two such communication variables are attending behavior 
and self-disclosure. 
Literature focusing on these two variables suggested 
they act as potent forces in the dyadic conference. 
Attending behavior, as described by Allen Ivey in his book 
«iÇ£Oçounsenn3j._innovations_ijiJ^te£viewina_tra^ 
involves relaxed attentive pcsture, eye contact, and verbal 
following. Ivey asserted that attending behavior is a potent 
reinforcer and "an important aspect of establishing a rela­
tionship with the client" (12, p. 37). In his discussion of 
attention Ivey provided a systematic and thorough synthesis 
of literature. He justified his claim that attention is 
crucial in a relationship by demonstrating that attention 
reinforces desired behavior, and by pointing out that verbal 
and non-verbal attention patterns change human behavior. 
Next, Ivey defined and reviewed the thinking related to 
behavioral components of attending and isolated them as 
verbal and non-verbal conditioning. From this discussion he 
developed his scheme for attending behavior which involves 
eye contact, physical attention and verbal following. Subse­
quent studies by Moreland, Ivey, and Phillips (22) and 
Touicmanian and Ren nie (30) supported attending behavior as a 
fundamental element in a dyadic relationship. The specific 
operationalization of attending behavior is expanded in the 
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discussion of experimental method. 
A second communication variable which boasts some impact 
on the dyadic relationship is self-disclosure. Self-
disclosure is defined as communication in which a speaker 
deliberately makes himself known to another. The knowledge 
offered by the speaker usually is not obtainable from another 
source. The following studies implicate self-disclosure as 
having a positive influence on the relationship between 
individuals, Gibb (8, pp. 279-309) noted that "supportive" 
communication demands self-disclosure, and Hatson and Montagu 
(20) and Johannesen (13) concluded that in-depth communica­
tion ("dialogue") likewise requires self-disclosure. 
Connections between friendship and seIf-disclosure were 
explored by Pearce, et al. (cited by Pearce and Sharp (23)). 
They found that mutual self-disclosure is a requirement of 
friendship evolution. Other investigations which tie self-
disclosure to the firming of a relationship included Jourard 
and Lasakùw (17) who found that disclosure to parents was 
positively correlated with liking. Halverson and Shore (10) 
determined that Peace Corps volunteers who were willing to 
self-disclose were better liked at the end of a six seeks 
training period. Moreover, various schools of counseling and 
psychotherapy encourage the use of self-disclosure by the 
counselor as a means of generating a positive relationship 
(15 and 25). 
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Not all investigations of self-disclosure are without 
flaws, nor are all findings easily interpreted. For example, 
in the Halverson and Shore (10) study, the Jourard self-
disclosure questionnaire was used to determine willingness to 
self-disclose rather than actual self-disclosure. A possible 
drawback here is that the authors were tapping a personality 
trait rather than a measurable communication behavior. In 
addition, Giannandrea and Murphy (7) and Cozby (4) found a 
possible curvilinear effect related to the number of self-
disclosures. There is also some indication that males are 
less influenced by self-disclosure than females (9). However 
the thrust of evidence indicates a positive relationship be­
tween self-disclosure and counselor attractiveness. 
Wernimcnt (31) focused on two dimensions of self-
disclosure: 1) the number of self-disclosures in a set 
period of time, and 2) the extent to which a self-disclosure 
was similar or dissimilar to the views and feelings of the 
interviewee. Since apparent confounding could be taking 
place, the experimenter isolated both variables--number of 
self-disclosures and self-disclosure similarity. The 
posttest package included the Counselor Evaluation Inventory 
(19), a set of three 99 point scales (18) with the relation­
ship variables of understanding, positivsness, and warmth as 
the anchoring points, and finally, Byrne's measurement of at­
traction. Werniraont also attempted to quantify counselor 
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attractiveness by determining if a subject would volunteer to 
return to a counselor, and if so willing, for what amount of 
time. He found the dependent measures warmth and understand­
ing were affected by the experimental manipulations in the 
region of self-disclosure similarity only. The dependent 
variable which tapped subject willingness to return and 
amount of time volunteered, received significant main effects 
for both similarity and number of disclosures. The intent of 
this current investigation was to include the dimension of 
attending behavior with self-disclosure similar to the 
advisee and measure the effect of these communication skills 
in the adviser-advisee setting. The purpose of this study 
was to answer these questions: 
1) Is it feasible to train advisers through "microadvising," 
a technique similar to microcounseling (12) ? 
2) Do principles known to operate in the therapeutic setting 
operate in the adviser-advisee setting? 
3) Is advisee satisfaction related to attending behavior? 
4) Is advisee satisfaction related to self-disclosure simi­
lar to the advisee? 
5) Does interaction occur between attending behavior and 
self-disclosure (similar)? 
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Met hod 
De£end9nt_Measures 
Three null hypotheses were generated to answer the 
study's questions: 
1) Adviser attending behavior does not affect advisee satis­
faction. 
2) Adviser self-disclosure similar to the views and feelings 
of the advisee does not affect advisee satisfaction. 
3) Adviser attending behavior does not interact with adviser 
self-disclosure similar to the advisee. 
A three part posttest was used to analyze the adviser-
advisee relationship (see Appendix A). The first part of the 
instrument was a set of four 99 point scales (18) with the 
relationship variables understanding, positiveness, warmth, 
friendliness, and concern as the anchoring points. The sec­
ond segment of the dependent measure was advisee willingness 
to return for another conference. Indeed willingness to 
return should be a valid indicator of satisfaction. The 
third part, of the instrument was the Counselor Effectiveness 
finale- *2; developed by ivey (12,- pp^ 180-184). This scale, 
consisting of a set of twenty-five adjective pairs, has been 
adjudged valid in discriminating between "two radically dif­
ferent models of counselors" (12, p. 182). 
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Design and Analysis 
A 3X2X2 full factorial design with five subjects per 
cell vas employed. Factors were advisers, attending behav­
ior, and self-disclosure (similar), respectively. Dependent 
measure responses were recorded on 99-poiut rating scales. 
Prior to analysis, these scores were transformed by the 
Woiins and Dickinson (32) method, a non-linear transformation 
which improves the reliability of the scores by weighting the 
more certain responses at the end points of the scales. Data 
were then analyzed by analysis of variance. 
Sixty students were randomly selected from a new 
undeclared major program in the college of Sciences and 
Humanities at Iowa State University of Science and 
Technology. They were told that the interview was an attempt 
to gain information regarding advising and other experiences 
in the program. The subjects were randomly assigned to the 
experimental conditions. Three advisers—two males and one 
female—conducted the interviews. By involving three 
advisers, it aas anticipated that idiosyncratic results would 
by minimized while generalizability would be increased. Each 
adviser was trained to operationalize attending and non-
attending behavior and self-disclosure (similar) and no self-
disclosure (Similar), aicroadvising, a specific application 
of Ivey's microcounseling technique was developed for train­
ing in this study. In all, advisers received twelve to fif­
10 
teen hours of training. All training sessions were video 
taped, and the Adviser Script, developed for this study, was 
used in each session (see Appendix B) . 
The Adviser Script lent continuity to the interviews and 
kept them within the intended framework. In addition, a 
coding system on the Script informed the advisers of the 
treatment condition being given and provided them with spaces 
to help tally and evenly space the eight self-disclosures 
(similar) when required. The four treatment levels were: 1) 
no attending, no self-disclosure (similar), 2) no 
attending, self-disclosure (similar), 3) attending, no self-
disclosure (similar) , and 4) attending, self-disclosure 
(similar) . 
Attending behavior was operationalized by utilizing 
Ivey's scheme: 
1. The interviewer should be physically relaxed and 
seated with natural posture» If the interviewer is 
comfortable, he is better able to listen to the person 
with whcm he is talking. Also, if the interviewer is 
relaxed physically, his posture and movements will be 
natural, thus enhancing his own sense of well-being. 
This sense of comfortableness better enables the 
w w S/ A* V C Mi ^  i t L. && 
client. 
2. The interviewer should initiate and maintain eye 
contact with the interviewee. However, eye contact can 
be over done. A varied use of eye contact is most ef­
fective. as staring fixedly or with undue intensity usu­
ally makes the client uneasy. If you are going to 
listen, to someone, look at him. 
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In summary, the interviewer's goal is to listen 
attentively and to communicate this attentiveness through a 
relaxed posture, use of varied eye contact, and verbal 
responses which indicate to the client that he is attempting 
to understand what the client is communicating. Specific 
behaviors which may be utilized are the following: 
1. Relax physically; feel the presence of the chair as 
ycu are sitting on it. Let your posture be comfortable 
and your movements natural: for example, if you usually 
move and gesture a good deal, feel free to do so at this 
time. 
2. use eye contact by lookiny at the person with whom 
you are talking. 
A final point is to respect yourself and the other 
person. Ask questions or make comments about things that 
interest and seem relevant to you. If you are truly inter­
ested in what is being said, attending behavior often follows 
automatically. But remember, the more interested you are, 
the harder it sometimes becomes to keep yourself guiet and 
listen to the other person (12, pp.149-150). 
Non-attending behavior yas operationalized by training 
the adviser to: 
1. Establish minimum eye contact. 
2. Display a small but noticeable amount of tension, 
rigidity, or discomfort. 
3. Make movements somewhat stiff and unnatural. 
ii. Use few verbal and non-verbal responses that eight 
indicate understanding (for esample, "I see," "yes," "uh 
hum," head nodding, and so on). 
5. Show little vocal involvsasnt or expressiveness. 
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6. Ask tew questions and make minimal comments about 
the advisee's ideas. 
7. Confine questions to the Adviser Script topics only. 
8. Avoid verbal following and transitioning. Advisee's 
comments should be treated in isolation and should not 
be alluded to in subsequent portions of the interview. 
The adviser should avoid using advisee comments to move 
from one point to another. 
Self-disclosure (similar) was operationalized as a brief 
ccûimerit about the adviser's experience or attitude, agreeing 
in both feeling and fact with the advisee's disclosure. For 
example: 
Advisee: 
"I have a physics class right after my chemistry lab, 
and it really tires me out for the rest of the day." 
Adviser: 
"Yes, I r-smezber ûiy second quarter in college, I had two 
science courses back to back—it drained me, too." 
Advisee: 
"My speech teacher is always willing to help. It seems 
like she'll drop everything to visit about a problem. She's 
one of my best teachers," 
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Adviser: 
"By major professor on my Ph.D. committee is that w a y .  
His door is always open. I like the way he's willing to help 
me out." 
An average of eight selt-disclosures (similar) was given 
in the appropriate interviews, and the seIf-disclosures were 
as evenly spaced as possible throughout the interview. When 
self-disclosure was not involved in an interview, the adviser 
was instructed to avoid any comments which reflected his owa 
experience or attitude. 
Procedure 
Students reported to a classroom where they were greeted 
by the experimenter. The following was read to each: 
As you knoy this study is designed to help us understand 
advising in the College of Sciences and Humanities. Now we 
Mould iiKe yen to vicit -ith a» advisez. auuuL the general 
topics of advising, courses, future plans, degree 
reguirementSg scheduling^ and so on. These interviews are 
scheduled to last 20 to 25 minutes, and because many people 
are involved, the advisers have been instructed not to allow 
them to go any longer. 
Since we are interested in «hat is discussed, and it 
might be too distracting to take notes, we would like your 
permission to tape record the interview. The recordings will 
be strictly conf idential, aad «ill bs used only for coding 
purposes (permission obtained) . 
The student was then taken to the adviser's office for 
the conference. He was introduced to the adviser she re­
sponded in a manner consistest uith the experimental coadi-
tion being given. The inter views were conducted in the 
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advisers* everyday working offices, and interruptions were 
kept at a minimum. The average length of the interviews was 
twenty-three minutes. It was stipulated that each condition 
have the same number of students, and advisers knew in 
advance which condition was to be given and possessed the 
appropriately coded script. After the interview, the subject 
Has returned to the original classroom where he received the 
posttest from the experimenter. The subjects were then 
thanked and told if they had indicated interest in another 
interview, they would be contacted. 
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Results 
Mjai£iiiation_Checks 
Three manipulation checks were included in the posttest 
to register the subjects* perceptions of the experimental 
conditions. These checks we re: advisees' perceived similari­
ty to the adviser; advisees' perception of adviser 
attentiveness; and, advisees' perception of the number of 
adviser self-disclosures. 
Similarity, the first manipulation check, revealed F 
values of 22.(462 (P<,0001) for attending behavior and 29.714 
(P<.0001) for self-disclosure (similar). The highly signifi­
cant F value for attending behavior was not anticipated, 
since this manipulation check was intended to tap differences 
between self-disclosure (similar) conditions only. No sig­
nificant interactions were recorded (see Figure 1) . 
Insert Table 1 about here 
The second manipulation check--attentiveness—yielded an 
f value of 46.103 (P<_ 0001) for attending hehavlor and an F 
of 5.210 (P<.0254) for self-disclosure (siiailar) , Because 
this check, was intended to tap the advisee's perception of 
the attending behavior condition, significance was expected 
for attending behavior but not for self-disclosure (similar) . 
There were no significant interactions (see Figure 2) , 
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Insert Table 2 about here 
The last manipulation check Has for the number of self-
disclosures (similar). The subject was asked to record the 
number of times the interviewer stated something about 
himself. This check revealed an F of 3.79 (P<»0288) for 
advisers; however, expected significance for self-disclosure 
(similar) was realized (F=109.U67, P<.0001) , First order in­
teraction between attending behavior and self-disclosure 
(similar) was significant with an F value of 6.940 (P<.0109). 
This interaction was magnitudinal rather than directional 
(see Figure 3) . 
Insert Table 3 about here 
Dependent Measures 
The dependent measures in the posttest attempted to test 
the three null hypotheses: 
1) Adviser attending behavicr does not affect advisee satis­
faction, 
2) Adviser self-disclosure similar to the views and feelings 
of the advisee does not affect advisee satisfaction» 
3) Adviser attending behavior does not interact vith adviser 
self-disclosure similar to the advisee. 
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Since the factorial analysis of variance makes all tests 
simultaneously, the test results of the three hypotheses are 
given by variable. (Tables 35 and 36 summarize the tests for 
hypothesis 1 and hypothesis 2, respectively,) 
For example, the first dependent measure in the 
posttest—warmth — was sensitive to the experimental 
manipulations, and revealed highly significant F tests. The 
F value for the main effect of attending behavior on warmth 
was 123.894 (P<.0001); the F value for self-disclosure (sim­
ilar) on warmth was 10.800 (P<.0023), Two first order 
interactions were also significant; adviser*attending behav­
ior (F=7.370. P<.002); and attending behavior^self-disclosure 
(similar) {F=U.69, P<,0333) (see Figure 4). The remaining 
tour dependent measures in the first part of the posttest— 
understanding, positiveness, friendliness, and concern--aIso 
/4 4 c 1  ^  ^r* Vi 1 T'  ^^  ^  ^ — ~ — - — — - •' ,,, 
^ c v.» v, *3 a. lO CIO OX^llXJLJL 
cant aagnitudinal interactions. 
Insert Table li about here 
Understanding. Attending behavior yielded an F value of 
77.886 (P<.0001) ; self-disclosure (similar) an F value of 
51.133 (P<.0001). Two first order interactions and the sec­
ond order interaction were significantc Adviser^attending 
behavior produced an F value of 7.002 {P<.0025); 
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attending*self-disclosure (similar), an F of 11.855 
(P<.0016); and adviser*attending behavior*self-disclosure 
(similar) yielded an F value of 3.859 (P<.0271) (see Figure 
5). 
Insert Table 5 about here 
Positiveness. The F values were 38.7517 (P<.0001) and 
9.535 (P<.0036) lor attending behavior and self-disclosure 
(similar), respectively. The first order interaction, 
adviser*attending behavior revealed highly significant F of 
7.288 {P<.0021), and the second order interaction, 
adviser*attending behavior*self-disclosure (similar) revealed 
an F ot 3.494 (P<.0372) (see Figure 6). 
XliSciL Tuulè 5 abuuL 
Friendliness. The F value for attending behavior %as 
93.519 {P<.0001); for self-disclosure (similar), 18.935 
{P<.0002). The first order interaction^ adviser*attending 
behavior, yielded an F value of 5.514 (P<.0072); the second 
order interaction, adviser*attending behavior*self-disclosure 
(similar), an F value of 3,8 13 (P<o0282) (see Figure 7) . 
1 9  
Insert Table 7 about here 
Concern. Attending behavior yielded an F value of 
77.648 (P<.0001), and self-disclosure (similar) an F of 
21.354 (P<.0001). Two first order interactions were signifi­
cant; adviser=f=attending behavior with an F value of 5 = 005 
(P<.0106) , and attending behavior*self-disclosure (similar). 
F=5.946 (P<.0175) (see Figure 8). 
Insert Table 8 about here 
The second part of the posttest was the question of 
whether the subject would be willing to return for another 
interview and how much time he would be willing to volunteer, 
mis dependent measure supported both hypotheses for main 
effects. The main effects for attending behavior (F=3.557, 
r<. 0586) and self-disclosure (similar) (f=3. 882, P<.05l7) 
were almost equal. No significant interactions were revealed 
(see Figure 9) , 
Insert Table 9 about here 
The third segment of the posttest was the Counselor Ef­
fectiveness Scale. This scale consists of twenty-five non-
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cumulative adjective pairs. Fifteen adjective pairs attained 
no interactions, which made the main effect results more in­
terprétable. One of these—strong/weak— yielded significant 
main effects for all three conditions: advisers (F=5.967, 
P<.0051) ; attending behavior (F=9.723, P<.0034); and self-
disclosure (similar) (F=4.48 5, P<.0371) (see Figure 10). 
Insert Table 10 about here 
Six of the adjective pairs demonstrated significant main 
effects for both attending behavior and self-disclosure (sim­
ilar) . Their respective F values for attending behavior and 
self-disclosure (similar) follow: skillful/clumsy, F=5.585 
(P<.021G) and F =4.0 38 (P<.0 473); meaningful/not meaningful, 
F=17. 557 (P<.0003) and F=4.025 (P<.0477); helpful/unhelpful, 
F = 30.421 (P<,000 1) and F=4.698 (P<.033 1); friendly/hostile, 
F=63.849 (P<.000 1) and F=4,162 (P<,0aU2): 
realistic/unrealistic, F=1 0. 630 (P<.002U) and F=6.019 
(P<.0169); and nice/awful, F=68.288 (P<,0001) and F=6.186 
(P<,01S6): In each of these cases, attending behavior was 
shown to have a somewhat stronger main effect than self-
disclosure (similar) (see Figures 11^ 12, 13, 1U^ 15, 16). 
Insert Tables 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 15 about here 
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Five of the fifteen adjective pairs showing non­
significant interaction yielded significant main effects for 
attending behavior only: competent/incompetent, F=9.640 
{E<.0035); socially adept/socially inept, F=4. 239 (P<.0424) ; 
secure/insecure, F=12.622 {P<.0012); industrious/lazy, F= 
24.134 {P<.0001); and, social/anti-social, F=41.869 
(P<.0001). None of the adjective pairs yielded a main effect 
for self-disclosure (similar) only (see Figures 17, 18, 19, 
2 0 ,  2 1 ) .  
Insert Tables 17, 18, 19, 20, 21 about here 
One of the non-interactive adjective pairs, 
mature/immature, was significant for advisers (F=6.352, 
P<.0039) (se€ Figure 22). 
Insert Table 22 about here 
Clear/confusing and efficient/inefficient, the remaining 
two non-interactive adjective pairs showed no main effects 
(see Figures 23, 2 ' - * ) .  
inser t  Tables  23 ,  24  about  here  
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Eight adjective pairs yielded significant main effects 
for attending and self-disclosure (similar) along with one or 
more significant first order interactions: active/passive 
produced an F value for attending behavior of 40.119 
(P<.0001) ; for self-disclosure (similar), F=3.9b2 (P<.0494); 
for adviser^attending behavior, F=3.016 (P<.0568) (see Figure 
2 5 ) .  
Insert Table 25 about here 
Conscientious/indifferent yielded F values of 63.177 
(P<.0001) for attending behavior; 27.590 (P<.0001) for 
adviser*attending behavior, and, 15.111 (P<.0006) for 
attending behavior*self-disclosure (similar) (see Figure 26) . 
Insert Table 26 about here 
Attentive/inattentive showed significant first order in­
teraction and main effects. F values were 47.109 (P<,0001) 
for attending behavior; 8.570 (P<.005U) for self-disclosure 
(similar); and 5.568 (P<.0211) for attending behavior*self-
disclosure (similar) (see Figure 27). 
Inser t  Table  27  about  here  
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Deep/shallow carried significant F values for attending 
behavior and se if-disclosure (similar), F=16.U15 {P<.0004) 
and F=9.580 (P<.0036), respectively. Attending 
behavior*self-disclosure (similar) yielded an F of 5.120 
{P<.0265) (see Figure 28) . 
Insert Table 28 about here 
Sympathetic/unsympathetic produced two significant main 
effects and two significant first order interactions. F 
values of 66.111 (P<.0001) and 22.871 (P<.0001) were attained 
for attending behavior and self-disclosure (similar) . 
Adviser*attending behavior yielded an F of 3.456 (P<.0385) 
and attending*self-disclosure (similar) an F of 9.582 
(P<.0036) (see Figure 29). 
Insert Table 29 about here 
Close/distant yielded significant F values for attending 
b e h a v i o r  ( F = 8 4 . 9 1 8 ,  P < . 0 0 0 1 ) ,  s e l f - d i s c l o s u r e  ( s i m i l a r )  
(F=15.UU0, P<.00 05), and attending behavior*self-disclosure 
(similar) (F=8.292, P<.0060) (see Figure 30). 
Inser t  Table  30  about  here  
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Decisive/indecisive showed significant main effects on 
advisers (F=4.130, P<.0216), attending behavior {F=10.177, 
F<. 0028), and self-disclosur e (similar) {F='4.436, P<.0381). 
Adviser*self-discIosure (similar) yielded an F of 3.091 
(P<.0532) (see Figure 31). 
Insert Table 31 about here 
Pleasant/irritable attained significant main effects for 
attending behavior (F=56.1'+2, P<.0055) and attending 
behavior*self-disclosure {similar) (F=6.697, P<.0122) (see 
Figure 32) . 
Insert Table 32 about here 
Finally, the Counselor Effectiveness Scale contained two 
adjective pairs which revealed second order interactions: 
stable/erratic and consistent/inconsistent. Stable/erratic 
produced a significant F for adviser*attending behavior*self-
disclosure (similar) only = P<c0400) (see Figure 33). 
Insert Table 33 about here 
Consistent/inconsistent yielded significant F values for 
attending behavior (F=7.844,P<.0073) and adviser^attending 
2b  
behavior*self-disclosure (similar) (F = 3.108, P<.0523) (see 
Figure 3 4) . 
Insert Table 34 about here 
The first general hypothesis was: adviser attending be­
havior does not affect advisee satisfaction» Table 35 
summarizes the dependent variables and their tests of signif­
icance related to this hypothesis. The test conclusions are 
on the basis of the null hypothesis, so "reject" indicates 
that attending behavior did have a main effect on the vari­
able, and "accept" means failure to reject the null hypothe­
sis, indicating attending behavior did not have an effect. 
The reader is reminded that when interaction is significant, 
main effects should be interpreted with caution and is 
referred to the appropriate table and figure for specific 
details. 
Insert Table 35 about here 
The second general hypothesis was: adviser self-
disclosure similar to the views and feelings of the advisee 
does not affect advisee satisfaction. The following table 
summarizes the dependent variables and their tests of signif­
icance related to this hypothesis. The test conclusions are 
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on the basis of the null hypothesis, so "reject" indicates 
that self-disclosure (similar) did have a main effect on the 
variable, and "accept" means failure to reject the null 
hypothesis, indicating self-disclosure (similar) did not have 
an effect. The reader is reminded that when interaction is 
significant, main effects should be interpreted with caution 
and is referred to the appropriate table and figure for spe­
cific details. 
Insert Table 36 about here 
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Discussion 
Summary  
This investigation was initiated to answer the following 
questions: 
1) Is it feasible to train advisers through "microadvising," 
a technique similar to microcounseling (12)? 
2) Do principles known to operate in the therapeutic setting 
operate in the adviser-advisee setting? 
3) Is advisee satisfaction related to attending behavior? 
4) Is advisee satisfaction related to self-disclosure simi­
lar to the advisee? 
5) Does interaction occur between attending behavior and 
self-disclosure (similar)? 
k s  an outgrowth of these questions, three null hypothe­
ses were generated; 
1) Adviser attending behavior does not affect advisee satis­
faction. 
2) Adviser self-disclosure similar to the views and feelings 
of the advisee does not affect advisee satisfaction. 
3) Adviser attending behavior does not interact with advi.qpr 
self-disclosure similar to the advisee. 
Using a method similar to microcounseling (12) three 
advisers (2 males and 1 female) were trained to 
operationalize attending behavior, no attending behavior, and 
self-disclosure (similar), no self-disclosure (similar). 
Subjects were randomly assigned to one of the experimental 
conditions. Each subject was then interviewed for approxi­
mately twenty-five minutes by one of the three advisers. 
Within these interviews the subject was given one of four ex­
perimental manipulations: 
1) No attending, no self-disclosure (similar). 
2) No attending, self-disclosure (similar). 
3) Attending, no self-disclosure (similar). 
U) Attending, self-disclosure (similar). 
To maintain continuity within the interviews, the 
Adviser Script was developed for this study (see Appendix B) . 
Following the interview the subject responded to a posttest 
instrument which contained manipulation checks and dependent 
measures. Analysis of variance appropriate for a 3X2X2 full 
factorial design was employed on the data which were 
transformed to satisfy model assumptions. The general 
hypotheses and results are summarized in Tables 35 and 36. 
Manipulation checks. The posttest contained three ma­
nipulation checks designed to tap advisee perceptions of the 
experimental manipulations, Similarity «as included ds a 
check for the se If-disclosure (similar) conditions only; how­
ever, it revealed main effects for the attending behavior 
conditions as well. Attentiveness, which was included as a 
perception check for attending behavior manipulations, pro­
duced significant main effects for the self-disclosure (simi­
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lar) manipulations also. Apparently these checks either 
lacked sufficient sensitivity to distinguish between 
attending behavior and self-disclosure (similar) , or the 
subjects were unable to distinguish differences between these 
conditions. 
The check for number of self-disclosures revealed sig­
nificant differences between advisers. This indicated that 
the three advisers were not perceived as giving the same num­
ber of self-disclosures, despite their having done so; howev­
er, the highly significant main effects for self-disclosures 
only, suggested that each adviser was seIf-disclosing suffi­
ciently to operationalize the treatment. The significant in­
teraction between attending behavior and self-disclosure 
(similar) is magnitudinal and could indicate that attending 
behavior is perceived by the subjects as an expression of 
similarity. 
Ov 
Dependent measures. Sixteen of the thirty-one dependent 
measures revealed no significant interactions, and conse­
quently can be subjected to direct interpretation. Of spe­
cial interest was the measure which tapped the advisees' 
willingness to return to the adviser and the amount of time 
the advisee would want to spend in a follow-up interview. 
Main effects for attending behavior and self-disclosure (sim­
ilar) were significant on this measure which tapped advisee 
willingness to return for a stated amount of time, thus indi-
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eating that these communication behaviors increase an 
advisee's desire to further the relationship with the 
interviewing adviser. Significant main effects on other 
variables provided additional support that attending behavior 
and self-disclosure (similar) firm the adviser-advisee rela­
tionship (see Tables 35 and 36) . 
Main effects on the fifteen dependent measures which 
revealed significant interactions were interpreted with 
caution. However, since the interactions were magnitudinal. 
tfaey were less difficult to interpret than variables return­
ing directional interactions. None of the variables in this 
investigation revealed severe directional interaction. Plots 
of the means indicate that these magnitudinal interactions 
were largely due to adviser differences (see Figures 4 
through 8 and 25 through 34). In addition to these individu­
al adviser differences, which were not intended to be removed 
from the treatments, in some cases the advisers may have been 
giving maximum rather than optimum treatments. This 
maximization could cause a variable mean to start at a lower 
point in the no attending, nc- self-disclosure (similar) 
treatment, leaving that adviser with relatively greater po­
tential to raise his mean score across the other treatments, 
causing a substantial magnitadinal interaction (for example, 
see Figure 5) , 
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Significant adviser main effects were found or. the de­
pendent measures strong/weak, mature/immature, deep/shallow, 
and decisive/indecisive, adviser differences were not antic­
ipated on any of the dependent measures, and the researcher 
can only conjecture as to the causes. Three possible 
explanations are offered. First these variables may be 
highly sensitive to a wide range of adviser characteristics 
as well as the experimental manipulations. Second, the 
variables may carry diverse or unclear impressions for the 
subjects to interpret. Third, the microadvising training may 
not be able to train out characteristics which influence 
these variables. 
Strengths_an^Limitations 
Strengths. Strengths of this investigation were: 
1) The random nature of the sample which made the results 
generalizable to the sample population. 
2) The natural adviser-advisee interview environment which 
minimized artificiality and masked the experimental 
manipulations. 
3) The microadvising training program which assured 
operationalization and consistency of the experimental 
conditions. 
Limitations. Some limitations were apparent in this in-
vestigation: 
1) The posttest was lengthy and contained some items which 
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were apparently not understood by the subjects. 
2) The advisers were possibly above the university average 
in expertise and did not represent the actual range of 
advisers. 
3) The inclusion of a female adviser may have introduced sex 
difference variables which the study did not intend to tap. 
{HoHever, no significant F values were revealed for male and 
female subjects.) 
Insert Table 37 about here 
4) The subjects were mainly freshmen and sophomores from one 
college in the university. 
Suggestions for Future Study 
To deal with some of the limitations the following 
suggestions are offered: 
1) The posttest should be read by a number of raters to 
judge item clarity. 
2) Posttest responses should be factor analyzed, and if nec­
essary items should he mod if led or replaced; 
3) K wider range of advisers and students should be used to 
increase ganeralizability to a wider range of ages, 
curricula, colleges, and so on. 
4) Adviser sex differences should be investigated in rela­
tion to advisee satisfaction. 
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5) All sessions should be video tape recorded so that the 
adviser's and advisee's non-verbal behavior could be 
analyzed. 
6) More communication variables should be explored as possi­
ble indicators of advisee satisfaction. 
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Table  1  
Ana lys i s  o f  Var iance :  S imi lar  
Source df SS HS 
A Advisers 
B Attending 
2 2918.233 1459.117 
1 1  1828 1 .600 118281.600 
C Self-disclosure 1 155468.267 156468.267 
A*B 
A*C 
B*C 
A*B*C 
Eesidual 
2 
2 
1 
2 
9684,700 
237 0.233 
8 166. 667 
16375.633 
48 252754.400 
4842,350 
1185.117 
8 1 66. 667 
8187.817 
5265.717 
0.27710 
2 2 . 6 2 5 8 * *  
29.71452** 
0=91960 
0.22506 
1.55091 
1.55493 
**P<.01  
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Table  2  
Analysis of Variance: Attentiveness 
Source dt SS MS F 
A Advisers 2 17247. 600 8623.800 1. 19497 
E Attending 1 33271 7. 067 332717.067 46. 10350** 
C Self-disclosure 1 37600. 067 37600.067 5. 21012* 
A*B 2 30496. 533 15248.267 2. 1^90 
A*C 2 5834. 133 2917.067 0. 40421 
B*C 1 23840. 267 23840.267 3. 30347 
A*B*C 2 1 948. 133 974,067 0. 13497 
Residual U8 346403, 600 7216,742 
*P<.05  
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Table  3  
Ana lys i s  o f  Var iance :  Number  o f  Se l f -d i sc losures  
Source df SS MS F 
A Advisers 2 22. 300 11.150 3.79037* 
B Attending 1 0.417 0.417 0 . 4  1 5  
C Self-disclosure 1  322.017 322.017 109.46742** 
A * B  2 5.633 2.817 0.95751 
A*C 2 0.633 0.317 0. 10765 
B * C  1  2 0.417 20.417 6.94051** 
A * 3 * C  2 1 2.633 6.317 2.1 47 
Res idual 48 141.200 2 . 9 4 2  
*P<.05  
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Table  y  
Ana lys i s  o f  Var iance :  Warmth  
Source df ss MS 
A Advisers 
E Attending 
C Self-disclosure 
A*B 
A * C  
B*C 
A*B*C 
Residual 
2 
1 
1 
2 
2 
1 
2 
13864.233 6932.117 1.8317 
46887.600 468873,600 123.89478** 
40872.600 40872.600 10.80014** 
55786.900 27893.450 
2212.850 4425.700 
17750.400 17750.400 
21287.7 10643.850 
7.37054** 
0.58472 
4.69035* 
2.81252 
48 181653.600 3784.450 
*P<.05 
•4» r\ • r\ 4 
38 
Table 5 
Analysis of Variance: Understanding 
Source df SS MS F 
A Advisers 2 13952. 500 6976. 250 
O
 
o
 
o
 
E attending 1 271 622. 817 271622. 817 77.88654*» 
C Self-disclosure 1 178224. 017 178224. 017 51.13356** 
A * B  2 48844. 633 24422. 317 7.00298** 
A * C  2 1 8. 033 9. 017 0.00259 
B * C  1 41343. 750 41343. 750 11.85512** 
& * B * C  2 26 919, 900 13459. 950 3.85958* 
Residual 48 167396. 000 3487. 417 
*P<.05  
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Table  6  
Analys i s  o f  Var iance :  Pos i t iveness  
Source df SS MS F 
A Advisers 2 1794.233 897.117 0.17740 
B Attending 1 195961c 350 195967.350 38.75164** 
C Self-disclosure 1 48223.350 48223.350 9.53594** 
A*B 2 73714.900 36857.450 7.28839* 
a*c 2 16782.700 8391.350 1.65935 
B*C 1 871 2. 150 8712.150 1.72279 
A*B*C 2 35343.100 17671.550 3.49447* 
Besidual 148 24273 6.400 5057.008 
*P<.05 
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Table  7  
Analys i s  o f  Var iance :  Fr iendl iness  
Source df ss MS F 
A Advisers 2 16557. 300 8278. 65 1.58892 
B Attending 1 4 8 7 2 6C.8 1 7  4 8 7 2 6 0 .  817 9 3 . 5 1 9 9 6 * *  
C Self-disclosure 1 98658.150 98658. 150 18.93546** 
&*B 2 57462.633 28731. 317 5.51440** 
A*C 2 15009.700 7504. 850 1.44041 
B*C 1 11 509.350 11509. 350 2.20899 
A * B * C  2 39735.700 19867. 850 3.81324* 
Residual U8 250091.200 5210. 233 
*P<. 05  
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Table  8  
Analys i s  o f  Var iance :  Concern  
Source df ss MS 
A Advisers 
3 Attending 
C Self-disclosure 
A*B 
A*C 
B*C 
A*B*C 
Res idual 
2 15365.003 7682.517 
1 341435.267 344435.267 
1 94724.267 94724.267 
2 44406.033 22203.017 
2 6704.433 3352.217 
1 26376.067 26376.067 
2 23264. 233 11632.1 17 
48 212920.400 4435, 842 
1.73192 
7 7 . 6 4 8 2 3 * *  
21.35429** 
5.00537** 
0.75571 
5.94612** 
2.62230 
**P<.01  
Table  9  
Analysis of Variance: Willing to Return 
Source df SS MS F 
A Advisers 2 36 7.500 183.750 0.37028 
B Attending 1 181 5.000 1 8 1 5 . 0 0 0  3 . 6 5 7 4 3 *  
C Self-îisclosure 1 1925.667 1 9 2 6 . 6 6 7  3 . 8 8 2 4 5 *  
A*B 2 1447.500 723.750 1.45844 
A*C 2 15.833 7.917 0.01595 
B*C 1  60.000 60.000 0.12091 
A * B * C  2 42 2. 500 211.250 0.42569 
Res idual n u  2382 0.000 496.250 
*P<.05  
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Table  10  
Analys i s  o f  Var iance :  S trong /weak  
Source df SS MS F 
a Advisers 2 55825.300 27912.650 5.96713** 
B Attending 1 45485.067 45485.067 9.72374** 
C Self-disclosure 1 20981.400 20981.400 4.48538* 
A*B 2 640.033 320.017 0.06841 
A*C 2 1 91 4.100 957.050 0.20460 
B*C 1 9.600 9.600 0.00205 
A*B*C 2 11610.700 5805.350 1.24106 
Res idual 48 22453 1.200 4677.733 
*P<.05  
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Table  11  
Analysis of Vari ance: Skillful/clumsy 
Source d f  s s  MS F  
A Advisers 2 14950.433 7475.216 1.13917 
B Attending 1 36654. 816 36654.816 5 . 5 5 8 5 9 6 *  
C Self-disclosure 1 26 50 2.016 26502.016 4.03874* 
A*B 2 567 6.233 2838,116 0.43251 
A*C 2 2949 1.233 14745.616 2.24714 
B*C 1 1050.017 1050.017 0.16002 
A*B*C 2 7372.233 3686.116 0.56174 
Residual 4 8  31497 4.000 6561.958 
*P<.05  
as  
Table  12  
Analys i s  o f  Var iance :  Meaningfu l /not  meaningfu l  
Source df SS MS F 
A Advisers 2 11256.233 5628.117 0.69157 
B  Attending 1 1 U 2 8 8 6.W00 142886=400 1 7 . 5 5 7 5 5 * *  
C Self-disclosure 1  3276 C. 067 32760.067 4 . 0 2 5 4 8 »  
A*E 2 17892.700 8946.350 1.09931 
A*C 2 2198 3,433 10991.717 1.35064 
B*C 1 64.067 64.067 0.00787 
A*B*C 2 7 6 0 8 . 0 3 3  3804.017 0.46743 
Residual 48 3 9 0 6 3 2 . 4 0 0  8138.175 
*P<.05  
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Table  13  
Analysis of Variance: Helpful/unhelpful 
Source df SS M S  F 
A Advisers 2 2237 1.233 11185.617 1.33482 
B Attending 1 2 5 4 9 3 2 . 0 1 7  2 5 4 9 3 2 . 0 1 7  30.42194* 
C Self-disclosure 1 39372.817 39372.817 4.69850* 
A * B  2 4404.433 2202.217 0.26280 
A + C  2 1 1 200. 833 5600.417 0.66832 
B * C  1 7548. 817 7548.817 0.90083 
A * B * C  2 16814.033 8407.017 1.00324 
Residual 48 402234.000 8379.875 
*P<.05 
^ ^ ? S « G 1 
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Table  14  
Analys i s  o f  Var iance :  Fr iendly /hos t i l e  
Source df SS MS F 
A Advisers 2 1288.433 644.217 0.11008 
B Attending 1 37367 0,417 373670.417 63.84964** 
C Self-disclosure 1 24361.350 24361.350 4,16266* 
A*B 2 1377 3.233 6886.617 1.17673 
A*C 2 466.300 233.150 0.03984 
B*C 1 586 C. 817 5860.817 1.00145 
A*B*C 2 10117.633 5056.017 0.86441 
Residual 48 280912.800 5852.350 
*P<.05  
U8 
Tab le  15  
Analysis of Variance: Realistic/unrealistic 
Source df SS MS F 
A Advisers 2 19886.443 9943.217 1.43679 
B Attending 1 73570,017 73570.017 10.63081** 
C Self-disclosure 1 41659.350 41659.350 6.01975** 
A*B 2 836 9.033 4184.517 0.60456 
A*C 2 601 5. 100 3007.550 0.43459 
B*C 1 180 4.017 1804.017 0.26068 
A*B*C 2 3864 9.033 19324,516 2.79238 
Residual 48 332181.500 6920.450 
*»P< .01  
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Tab le  16  
Analysis of Variance: Nice/awful 
Source df SS MS F 
A Advisers 2 11070. 100 5535.050 1.09306 
E Attending 1 345800. 417 345800.417 68.28883** 
C Selt-disclosare 1 31327. 350 31327.350 6.18654** 
A*B 2 11226. 633 5613.317 1.10852 
A*C 2 2328. 100 1164.050 0.22988 
B*C 1 6 6. 150 66.150 0.01306 
A*B*C 2 26076. 900 13038.450 2.57484 
Residual 48 243062. 000 5063.792 
**P< .01  
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Tab le  17  
Analysis of Variance: Competent/incompetent 
Source df SS MS F 
A Advisers 2 2826 5.033 14132.516 2.19685 
B Attending 1 62017,350 62017.350 9.64036** 
C Self-disclosure 1 18480.150 18480.150 2.87267 
A*B 2 3361.300 1680.65 0.26125 
A*C 2 7927.5 3963.75 0.61615 
B*C 1 2.817 2.817 0.00044 
A*B*C 2 4120.433 2060.216 0.32025 
Residual 48 308788.400 6433.092 
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Tab le  18  
Analysis of Variance: Socially adept/socially inept 
Source df SS MS F 
A Advisers 2 624 0.433 3120.216 0.45826 
B Attending 1 28864. 266 28864.256 4.23922 
C Self-disclosure 1 840 1.667 8401.667 1.23393 
A*B 2 25925.233 12962.617 1.90379 
A*C 2 3231 5.833 16157.916 2.37307 
B*C 1 256 1.067 2561.067 0.37614 
A»B*C 2 11002.233 5501.116 0.80794 
Residual 48 326825. 200 6808.858 
*P< .05  
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Tab le  19  
Analysis of Variance: Secure/insecure 
Source df SS MS F 
A Advisers 2 1753 0.533 8765.267 1 .08720 
B Attending 1 101764.017 O
 
o
 
-
J 12 .62225* 
C Self-disclosure 1 11564.817 11564.817 1 .43444 
A*B 2 2520.933 1260.467 0 .1 5634 
A*C 2 20 387.733 10193.867 1 .26439 
B*C 1 2954.017 2954.017 0 .36640 
&*B*C 2 616.933 308.467 0 .03826 
Residual 48 386989.200 8062.275 
**P< .01  
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Tab le  20  
Analysis of Variance: Industrious/lazy 
Source df SS MS 
A Advisers 
B Attending 
C Self-disclosure 
A*B 
A*C 
B*C 
A*B*C 
Residual 
1 
2 
2 
1 
2 
9707.200 
76 39 8.017 
6468.817 
16950.533 
18318. 533 
60 8.017 
1352.933 
48 151947.200 
4853.600 
75398.017 
6468.817 
8475.267 
9159.266 
608.017 
676.467 
3165.567 
1.53325 
24.13407 
2.04349 
2.67733 
2.89341 
0.19207 
0.21370 
**P< .01  
5a 
Table  21  
analysis of Variance: Social/anti-social 
Source 
A Advisers 
B Attending 
df ss MS 
2 47425.900 23712.950 
1 356664.600 356664.600 
C Self-disclosure 1 26628.267 26628.267 
A*B 
A*C 
B*C 
&*B*C 
Residual 
2 35364.700 17682.350 
2 862.633 431.317 
1 24969.600 24969.600 
2 7293.700 3646.850 
48 408890.000 8518.542 
2.78369 
4 1 . 8 6 9 2 1 * *  
3.12592 
2.07575 
0.05063 
2.93121 
0 . 4 2 8 1 1  
**P< .01  
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Tab le  22  
Analysis of Variance: Mature/immature 
Source df s s  MS F 
A Advisers 2 87496.900 43748.450 6.35291** 
B Attending 1 574 2.817 5742.817 0.83394 
C Self-disclosure 1 14883.750 14883.750 2.16134 
A*B 2 5617.233 2808.617 0.40785 
A*C 2 7354.900 3677.450 0.53402 
B*C 1 46 4.817 464.817 0.06750 
A*B*C 2 17883.233 8941.617 1.29845 
Residual a s  330 54 5.600 6886.367 
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Tab le  23  
Analysis of Variance: Clear/confusing 
Source df SS MS F 
A Advisers 2 521 5. 3 2607. 65 0. 40638 
B Attending 1 20 90 6. 666 20806. 666 3. ,2 5816 
C Self-disclosure 1 2912. 067 2912. ,067 0. 45383 
A*B 2 1368. 633 684. 316 0. ,10665 
A*C 2 3174 5. ,033 15872, .516 2. 47362 
B*C 1 8449. ,066 8449. 066 1, .31673 
A*B*C 2 148 0. 233 740. ,116 0, .11534 
Residual 48 30800 2. 000 6416, .708 
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Tab le  24  
Analysis of Variance: Efficient/inefficient 
Source df SS 
1 1 I 
-
1 
F 
A Advisers 2 20878.233 10439.117 1.23699 
B Attending 1 21774.150 21774.150 2.58015 
C Self-disclosure 1 1 71 7.350 1717.350 0.20350 
A*B 2 26609.700 13304.850 1.57657 
A*C 2 2201 2.300 11006.150 1.30418 
B*C 1 13530.017 13530.017 1.60325 
A»B*C 2 3879.533 1939. 817 0.22986 
Kes idual 48 405077.600 8439.117 
Table  25  
Analysis of Variance: Active/passive 
Source df SS MS 
A Advisers 
E Attending 
C Self-disclosure 
A*B 
A*C 
B*C 
A*B*C 
Residual 
2 14800.933 7400.467 
1 242952.067 242952.067 
1 24000.000 24000.000 
2 36538.533 18269.267 
2 6689.200 
1 7260.000 
2 2941.200 
48 290674.000 
3344.600 
7260.000 
1470.600 
6055.708 
1 . 2 2 2 0 6  
40.11951*i 
3.96320* 
3.01687* 
0.55231 
1.19887 
0.24285 
*P< .05  
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Tab le  26  
Analysis of Variance: Conscientious/indifferent 
Source if ss HS F 
A Advisers 2 15746.800 7873.400 1.42529 
B Attending 1 348996.267 348996,267 63.17723** 
C Self-disclosure 1 152409.600 152409.600 27.59003** 
A*B 2 35760. 133 17880.067 3.23675* 
A*C 2 14030.400 7015.200 1.26993 
B*C 1 83477.400 83477.400 15.11154** 
A*B*C 2 8028. 400 4014.200 0.72667 
Res idual n t à  265156.000 5524.083 
*P< .05  
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Tab le  27  
Analysis of Variance; Attentive/inattentive 
Source df 
u
 
1 
! 
MS F 
A Advisers 2 3 971.100 1985.550 0.31725 
B Attending 1 294840.600 294840.600 47.10936** 
C Self-disclosure 1 53640.600 53640.600 8.57065»» 
A*B 2 20164.300 10082.150 1.61092 
a*c 2 15350.700 7676.350 1.22636 
B*C 1 34848.600 34848.600 5.56808* 
A*B*C 2 2238.700 1119.350 0.17885 
Residual 48 30041 4.800 6258.642 
*P< .05  
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Tab le  28  
Analysis of Variance: Deep/shallow 
Source df SS 
A Advisers 
B Attending 
2 39166.633 
1 68343.750 
C Self-disclosure 1 3988 6.817 
A * B  
A»C 
B*C 
A»3*C 
Res idual 
2 
2 
1 
2 
48 19984 7.200 
125 3,700 
1 194 5.233 
21319.350 
1504 7.500 
MS 
19583.316 
68343.750 
39886.817 
625.850 
5972.616 
21319.350 
7523.750 
4163.483 
4.7 0359** 
16.4 1504** 
9.58016»* 
0.15056 
1.43452 
5.12056* 
1,80708 
*P< .  05  
n1 
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Table  29  
analysis of Variance: Sympathetic/ansympathetic 
Source df SS MS F 
A Advisers 2 274 9.033 1374.517 0.26558 
B Attending 1 342166.017 342166.017 66.11190** 
C Self-disclosure 1 11837 0.417 118370,417 22.87104** 
A*B 2 35777.033 17888.517 3.45635* 
A*C 2 28985.233 14492.617 2.80020 
B*C 1 49593.750 49593.750 9.58230** 
A»B*C 2 1705.900 852.950 0.16480 
Residual 48 248426.800 5174.558 
*P< .05  
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Tab le  30  
Analysis of Variance: Close/distant 
Source df SS tiS 
A Advisers 
B Attending 
2 23747.730 11873.867 
1 516153.750 516153.750 
C Self-disclosure 1 93852.150 93852,150 
A*B 
A*C 
B*C 
A*B*C 
Res idual 
2 12749,200 6374.600 
2 18929.20 9464.600 
1 50402.020 50402.020 
2 11834.13 5917.067 
48 291754,000 6078.208 
1.95351 
84.9 1873** 
15.44076$* 
1.04876 
1.55714 
8.29225** 
0.97349 
**P< .01  
6U 
Tab le  31  
Analysis of Variance: De ci si v e/ in dec is i v e 
Source df SS MS F 
A Advisers 2 30479. 700 15239.850 4.13044» 
B Attending 1 37550= 017 37550.017 10.17714** 
C Self-disclosure 1 16358. 017 16368.017 4.43621* 
A*B 2 19170. 433 9585.216 2.59787 
A*C 2 2281 0. 833 11405.417 3 . 0 9 1 2 0 *  
B*C 1 2131 9. 35 21319.35 5.77816** 
A*B*C 2 2 1 7 5 9 .  700 10879.850 2.94876 
Res idual 48 177102. 800 3689.642 
* P < . 0 5  
T- -r£' S. , V/ I 
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Tab le  32  
Analysis of Variance: Pleasant/irritable 
Source df SS MS F 
A Advisers 2 187.633 93.817 0.01937 
B Attending 1 271892.017 271892.017 5 6 . 1 4 2 5 9 * *  
C Self-disclosure 1 41 134.017 41134.017 8.49370** 
A*B 2 2 6 4 8 8 . 2 3 3  13244.117 2.73476 
A*C 2 825.233 412.617 0.08520 
B*C 1 32433.750 32433.750 6.69720** 
A*B*C 2 564 1.300 2820,650 0,58243 
Residual 48 23245Ê.4Q0 4842.833 
**P< .01  
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Tab le  33  
Analysis of Variance; Stable/erratic 
Source df 55 MS F 
A Advisers 2 6149.033 3074.516 0.62536 
B Attending 1 223 2.600 2232.600 0.45411 
C Self-disclosure 1 2 16 C.OOO 2160.000 0.43935 
A * B  2 2 84 5.3 1422.65 0.28937 
B*c 1 188 1.600 1881.600 0.38272 
A*B*C 2 33538.900 16769.450 3.41091* 
Residual 48 235987.600 4916.408 
*P< .05  
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Tab le  34  
Analysis of Variance; Consistent/inconsistent 
Source 
A Advisers 
B Attending 
C Self-disclosure 
A*B 
A*C 
B*C 
df SS MS 
2 
1 
1 
2 
2 
1 
2 
13314 3. 433 
41764.817 
1152.817 
134 5.633 
7855.033 
4734. 817 
33 10 3. 633 
Residual 48 255566.800 
6671.716 
<41764,817 
1152.817 
672.817 
3927.517 
4734.817 
16551.817 
5324.308 
1.25307 
7.84418** 
0.21625 
0.12637 
0.73766 
0.88928 
3.10873* 
*P< .05  
. V  I 
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Tab le  35  
Summary Table for Hypothesis 1 
Variable Table/Figure F Conclusion' 
Warmth* 
Understanding* 
Positiveness* 
Friendliness* 
Concern* 
Willing to return 
Strong/weak, 
Skillful/clumsy 
Meaningful/not meaningful 
Helpfui/unhelpful 
Friendly/hostile 
Realistic/unrealistic 
Nice/awful 
Competent/incompetent 
Socially adept/socially inept 
Secure/insecure 
Industrious/lazy 
Social/anti-social 
Mature/immature 
Clear/confusing 
Efficient/inefficient 
Conscientious/indifferent* 
Attentive/inattentive* 
Deep/shallow* 
Sympathetic/unsympathetic* 
Close/distant* 
Decisive/indecisive* 
Pleasant/irritable* 
Stable/erratic* 
r* ^  ^^ ^ ^  <^ 4» A—«A» UT il OA. O tu ^11 U 
4 4 123. 89478 Reject 
5 5 77. 88654 Reject 
6 6 38. 75164 Reject 
7 7 9 3 .  51996 Reject 
8 8 77. 64823 Reject 
9  9  0. 37028 Reject 
10 10 9. 72374 Reject 
11 11 5. 55859 Reject 
12 ^ 2  17, 55755 Reject 
13 13 30. 42194 Re ject 
14 14 63. 84964 Reject 
15 15 10. 63081 Reject 
16 16 68. 28883 Reject 
17 17 9» 64036 Reject 
18 18 4. 23922 Reject 
19 19 12. 6 2 2 2 5  Reject 
20 2 0  24. 13407 Reject 
21 21 41. 86921 Reject 
22 22 0. 83394 Accept 
23 23 3. 25815 Accept 
24 24 2. 58015 Accept 
25 n G • 119 31 Rè jcC L 
26 2 6  6 3 .  17723 Reject 
27 27 47. 10936 Reject 
23 28 16, 41504 Reject 
2 9  29 66 = 11190 Reject 
30 30 84. 91873 Reject 
31 31 10. 17714 Reject 
32 32 56. 14259 Reject 
33 33 0. 45411 Accept 
34 34 7 « 344 * S Reject 
*=significant interaction 
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Tab le  35  
Summary Table for Hypothesis 2 
Tabïe/Figûrë F Conclusion" Variable 
Warmth* 
Understanding* 
Positiveness* 
Friendliness* 
Concern* 
Willing to return 
Strong/weak 
Skillful/clumsy 
Meaningful/not meaningful 
Helpful/unhelpful 
Friendly/hostile 
Realistic/unrealistic 
N ice/awful 
Competent/incompetent 
Socially adept/socially inept 
Secure/insecure 
Industrious/lazy 
Social/anti-social 
Mature/immature 
Clear/confusing 
Efficient/inefficient 
Active/passive* 
Conscientious/indifferent* 
Deep/shallow* 
Syrapathetic/unsympathetic* 
Close/distant* 
Decisive/indecisive* 
Pleasant/irritable* 
Stable/erratic* 
Consistent/incon sistent* 
4 4 10. 8001 4 Reject 
5 5 51. 13356 Reject 
6 6 9. 53594 Reject 
7 7 18. 93546 Reject 
8 8 21. 35429 Reject 
9 9 3. 88245 Reject 
10 10 4. 48538 Reject 
11 11 4. 03874 Reject 
12 12 4. 02548 Reject 
13 13 4. 69850 Reject 
14 14 4. 16266 Reject 
15 15 6. 01975 Reject 
16 16 6. 18654 Reject 
17 17 2. 87267 Accept 
18 18 1. 23393 Accept 
19 19 1. 43444 Accept 
20 20 2. 04349 Accept 
21 21 3. 12592 Accept 
22 22 2. 16134 Accept 
23 23 0. 45383 Accept 
24 24 0. 20350 Accept 
25 25 3. 96320 Reject 
26 26 27. 59003 Reject 
2 7 S • 57 06 J Reject 
28 28 9. 58016 Reject 
29 29 22 = 87104 Reject 
30 30 15, 44076 Reject 
31 31 4. 43621 Reject 
32 32 8. 49370 Reject 
33 33 0. 43935 Accept 
34 34 0. 21625 Accept 
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Table 37 
Analysis of Variance: Sex 
Source 
A Advisers 
E Attending 
C Self-disclosure 
A*B 
A*C 
B*C 
A»B*C 
Res idual 
df 
2 
1 
1 
2 
1  
1 
2 
18 
SS 
0.433 
0 .016  
0.150 
0.033 
0,700 
0.817 
0.433 
12.400 
MS 
0.216 
0 . 0 1 6  
0.150 
0.017 
0.350 
0.817 
0.217 
0.258 
0.83871 
0.06452 
0.58065 
0.06452 
1.35484 
3.16129 
0.83871 
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Appendix A: Posttest 
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ADVISING SURVEY 
Because we are using more than one adviser, we are also 
interested in how students react to different advisers. So, 
we would like to have you answer some questions on how you 
reacted to the adviser you have just seen. Please be as 
honest as possible. All information will be held in 
con fidence. 
Thank you for your help. 
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IMPRESSION OF ADVISER SCALE 
Social security number / / Age Sex 
Year in school (circle) fresh., soph., jr., sr. 
INSTRUCTIONS 
On the following pages are a number of statements which 
will help you describe your reaction to this adviser. Please 
respond to each statement by using a number from 1 to 99 to 
indicate your response to a statement. Write this number on 
the line marked "response" which follows each scale. You 
need not use all the numbers from 1 to 99. For example, if 
you feel relatively neutral about a statement, and wish to 
«J.U11 a J jvuL icawunac auuxu xuua. xxivtr 
1 J[0 20 30 UO 50 60 70 8 0 90 99 
Lesyoiit>e 
Some advisees use only the numbers 1, 25, 50, 75, and 
99« The important point is that yon should sake as fine a 
distinction as you can, Gse the numbers along the range that 
7 7  
are most comfortable for you. If you feel you can distin­
guish between 50 and 51, then do so. This procedure 
satisfies some people's need to make fine distinctions. 
7 B  
How much do you think this adviser feels the following toward 
you? 
1. WARMTH 
1 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 99 
not at all warm very warm 
response 
2. UNDEBSTANDING 
1 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 99 
cot at all understanding very understanding 
response 
3, POSITIVENESS 
1 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 99 
not at all positive very positive 
response 
GO TO NEXT PAGE 
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4. FRIENDLINESS 
1 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 99 
not at all friendly very friendly 
response 
5. How similar to you did you think the adviser was? 
_! 10 20 30. 
not at all similar 
40 50 60 70 80 90 99 
very sisilar 
response 
6. How concerned was this adviser? 
1 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 99 
not n. t. 0. Ix COtiCc: iTu tru vyiy 
response 
7o HOh â t t t i i t i ï t :  sds i  the  ddviStJ i .  tO you?  
1 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 99 
not at all attentive very attentive 
response 
G C  T O  N E X T  P A G E  
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8. How many times did the adviser make some comment about 
himself? (Notice that this is a 1 to 10 scale.) 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  1 0 +  
response 
We would like to visit further with you about courses, 
future plans, degree requirements, schedules, etc., but our 
study has only scheduled you for one interview. If you would 
be interested in cosing in for a second or mors interviews 
with this same adviser, please indicate so. 
9. Would you want to schedule another interview with this 
adviser to discuss your courses, future plans, degree 
requirements, schedule, etc.? yes no 
If you are interested, indicate how much time you would like 
to schedule. We can schedule for between 15 minutes and three 
hours. 
10» If yes, hoy Euch tise would you like to spend? 
In minutes/hours. 
GO TO NEXT PAGE 
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IMPRESSION OF ADVISER SCALE, PART 2 
Below IS a series of adjective pairs. Please use them 
to describe your impression of this adviser. 
1 10 20 JO UO 50 60 70 30 90 99 
skil l ful clumsy 
response 
] J,0 20 30 
competent incompetent 
response 
1 20 20 30 40 50 60 70 8 0 90 _99 
confusing clear 
response 
1 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 99 
meaningful not meaningful 
response 
GO TO N3XT PAGE 
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10  20 30 U O  50 60 70 80 90 99 
deep shallow 
response 
1 1 0  20 30 40 50. 6 0  70 80 
helpful 
._90 99 
unhelpful 
response 
1 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 99 
sympathetic unsympathetic 
response 
3Û 4Û 50 bU /U a o  90 99 
close distant 
response 
1 . 10 20_ _30_ 40 _ 50_ 60 70 8 0 90 99 
socially inept socially adept 
P A G E  
8 3  
1 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 99 
decisive indecisive 
response 
1 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 8 0 90 9 9 
friendly ~ "hostile 
response 
1 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 99 
realistic unrealistic 
response 
I IV 
irr itable 
JU 4U DU bU fO 80 90 99 
pleasant 
response 
J ]0___ 20„ 3 0 4 0 50 60 70 8 0 90 9 9 
passive active 
response 
G O  T O  N E X T  P A G E  
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1 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 99 
insecure secure 
response 
1 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 99 
strong weak 
response 
1 10, 20 30 40 50 60 70 8 0 90_ 99 
nice awful 
response 
erratic stable 
response 
X JO 20 30 4 0 50 60 70 80 90 99 
consistent inconsistent 
P A G E  
8 5  
J 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 8 0 90 99 
indifterent conscientious 
response 
1 10 20 30 UO 50 60 70 80 90 99 
lazy industrious 
response 
1 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 99 
mature immature 
responae 
I lu jw 4u DU OU /u au yu y y 
inattentive attentive 
response 
1 1,0 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 99 
social anti-social 
response 
G O  T O  N E X T  P A G E  
U 6  
1 JO 20. 
efficient 
.30 40 50 60 70 80 90 99 
inefficient 
response 
Please double check to be sure you have responded to all the 
statements. 
Thank you. 
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Appendix B: Adviser Script 
Advisee 
Advisee's name 
Social security number / /, 
SD 
ATT 
THE INTERVIEW ORGANIZATION AND CONTENT 
I. Advising. (Tlie body of the interview opens with a broad, 
open-ended question to suggest to the advisee that this is 
not a back and forth question/answer session.) 
"All right, let's begin with advising. How do you feel 
about the advising you've had so far?" 
B, "Does he seem to knew about courses, requirements 
and procedures?" 
C. "Is your adviser available when you want to see 
him?" 
D "Is he helpful?" 
" Dno c V  11 r O  H T /-i C T -
( ) 
8 9  
he communicative?" 
your adviser concerned about advising 
9 0  
S D  
ATT 
II. Courses 
"Well (advisee's first name) I think we've covered 
advising well encugh, now let's turn to the courses them-
selves." 
A. "First of all how do you feel about your courses so 
far?" 
3. "What kinds of courses do you do yell in?" 
( ) 
C. "Do any courses take an undue amount of your time?" 
D. "How do you think you'll come out grade wise this 
quarter?" 
E. "ïre you having difiiculties with any of your 
courses?" 
( ) 
F. "Do your courses fit your background? That is, high 
school preparation, interests?" 
G. "What dc you think about course requirements?" 
H. "Do you think the grading system is fair?" 
9 1  
S D  
ATT 
III. Course scheduling 
"OK, now that we've looked at courses, let's look at 
your course schedule. How is your schedule this quarter?" 
Topic suggestions: 
A. Time 
( ) 
( } 
1. Trouble getting up for early classes. 
2. Scheduled over lunch hour, 
3. Too many classes back to back. 
4. Able to get trom building to building on time. 
5. Too many classes on a given day of the week. 
b. aaiance 
( ) 
1. Writing papers and reading vs working problems 
and labs. 
z. Science vs non-science courses. 
9 2  
s e  
ATT 
IV. Teacliets 
"Well, thanks to you we've been able to get at some im­
portant Items related to your courses. Now let's visit about 
the teachers of those courses, ok?" 
"What do you think of your teachers so far?" 
Topic suggestions: 
( ) 
1. Availability. 
2o Clear assignments, presentations, 
3. Fair. 
4^ Helpful; 
5. Communicative. 
( ) 
6. Approachable. 
7. Responsive, 
9 3  
8. Rigid 
9. Concerned about teaching. 
10. Friendly. 
11, Testing—too much subjective/objective. 
9 4  
S D  
ATT 
V. Facilities 
"Weil^ we've looked at the courses and the teachers, now 
let's visit about the facilities around campus." 
A. Library 
"I guess the most used one is the library, so we'll 
start there." 
2 3. "How has the library impressed you?" 
4. "How have the people that work there treated 
you?" 
( ) 
Î. "H you been able to locate oliai you wanted.' 
U, "Did you find any articles missing or clipped 
out?" 
B, Labs 
1. "Have you had any lab experiences yet?" If 
"yes," "how have they been?" 
( ) 
2. "Mas the equipment adequate?" 
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Recreational facilities 
1. "How do you feel about the recreational facili­
ties?" 
2. "Which facilities do you use the most?" For 
example, the gym, the union, bowling facilities, 
tennis courts, pool, track, etc. 
9 6  
S D  
ATT 
VI. Housing 
"You've been a big help; and now I'd like to move to 
seme other campus items that might affect your progress at I, 
S. U.: housing and social life. Let's start with housing." 
"How do you feel about your housing set-up?' 
Topic suggestions 
1. Study time. 
2. Time for yourself. 
( ) 
T.T<— 
4. Activities. 
5. Location, 
( ) 
7. Food service. 
8. Roommates. 
( ) 
9. Head resident. 
9 7  
VII. Social life 
a. "How do you feel about the social life at Iowa 
State?" 
( ) 
3. "Does it fit your interests?" 
C. "Do you get to many campus activities?" For exam­
ple, theatre, speakers, films, athletic events, clubs, 
etc.?" 
D. "Is there too much social activity--too little?" 
9 8  
S D  
ATT 
VIII. Interests and plans 
"Well, this is the final part of our visit. We've talked 
about a number of specific items, and you've really helped a 
lot. Now tell me in your own words about your future." 
A. "Hoy are your future plans shaping-up?" 
( ) 
B. "What career plans do you have?" 
C. "How have your college experiences added to your 
planning?" 
D. "How do you view a contribution you might make to 
mankind, maybe through science, service to people, 
etc.?" 
E. "How can we as advisers help you more?" 
F. "What do you see as the function of a university?" 
G. "Why did you come to college?" 
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